replicates Table 1 in Johnson and Leeds (2011) (hereafter JL). Figure A2 reports the duration of every defense pact in the Alliance Treaty Obligations and Provisions (ATOP) data (Leeds et al. 2002) . Defense pacts that were still in effect when the data collection efforts ended (12/31/2003) were coded as ending December 31, 2003. As a result, this figure underreports the duration of defense pacts. Figure A2 : Predicted Probabilities of Dispute Initiation Table A2 Column 1 replicates the model used to produce Figure 1A in Kenwick, Vasquez, and Powers (2015) (hereafter KVP) and Column 2 presents the same model without the preprocessing matching strategy constructed by KVP but including the control variables directly in the model. A minor point worth noting is that, following KVP, these results were estimated using a logit model instead of the probit specification used in JL and the rest of the current web appendix. Table A3a reports balance statistics after employing Coarsened Exact Matching (CEM) (Iacus et al. 2012 ) to find directed dyad-years that are similar to the directed dyad-years where the potential target had a relevant defense pact. Observations are matched exactly on the dichotomous variables: joint democracy, challenger offense pacts, challenger neutrality pacts, and challenger defense pacts. The natural log of the distance between the potential target and challenger was coarsened into bins of (0-4), (4-6), (6-8), and (8-10). The challengers likelihood of winning was coarsened into bins of (0-.2), (.1-.3), (.3-.5), (.5-.7), (.7-.9), and (.98-1). The similarity in alliance portfolios was coarsened into bins of (-.2-.4), (.4-.63), (.63-.79), (.79-.92), (.92-.97) , and (.97-1). The number of years of peace in the directed dyad was coarsened into bins of (0-1), (1-3), (3-9), (9-22), (22-39), (39-74), and (74-184). Table A3b estimates the JL model using the matched sample described in Table A3a . Column 1 reports estimates from a model that includes just the defense pact treatment variable and Column 2 reports estimates from a model that also includes the control variables to control for any remaining differences in the covariates between the two groups. Table A4a reports balance statistics after employing CEM (Iacus et al. 2012 ) to find directed dyad-years that are similar to the directed dyad-years where the potential target had a relevant defense pact. Observations are matched exactly on the dichotomous variables: joint democracy, challenger offense pacts, challenger neutrality pacts, and challenger defense pacts. The default binning algorithm, Sturge's rule, is used to coarsen the continuous variables. Table A4b estimates the JL model using the matched sample described in Table A4a . Column 1 reports estimates from a model that includes just the defense pact treatment variable and Column 2 reports estimates from a model that also includes the control variables to control for any remaining differences in the covariates between the two groups. Table A5a reports balance statistics after employing CEM (Iacus et al. 2012 ) to find directed dyad-years that are similar to the directed dyad-years where the potential target had a relevant defense pact. Observations are matched exactly on the dichotomous variables: joint democracy, challenger offense pacts, challenger neutrality pacts, and challenger defense pacts. Equally spaced bins are used to coarsen the continuous variables. Table A5b estimates the JL model using the matched sample described in Table A5a . Column 1 reports estimates from a model that includes just the defense pact treatment variable and Column 2 reports estimates from a model that also includes the control variables to control for any remaining differences in the covariates between the two groups. Table A6a reports balance statistics after employing CEM (Iacus et al. 2012 ) to find directed dyad-years that are similar to the directed dyad-years where the potential target had a relevant defense pact. Observations are matched exactly on the dichotomous variables: joint democracy, challenger offense pacts, challenger neutrality pacts, and challenger defense pacts. Smaller equally spaced bins are used to coarsen the continuous variables. Table A6a : Covariate Balance between Directed Dyad-Years L 1 mean min 25% 50% 75% max Potential Challenger Defensive Alliance 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 Potential Challenger Offensive Alliance 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 Potential Challenger Neutrality Pact 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0. Table A6b estimates the JL model using the matched sample described in Table A6a . Column 1 reports estimates from a model that includes just the defense pact treatment variable and Column 2 reports estimates from a model that also includes the control variables to control for any remaining differences in the covariates between the two groups. Figure A3 reports predicted probabilities of dispute initiation and 95% confidence intervals based on the matching analyses presented in Tables A3-A6 . The predicted probabilities were generated using Clarify (King et al. 2000) while holding the control variables at their means. The top left panel is based on the results in column 2 of Table A7 estimates the JL model (Table A1 ) with the KVP control variables. Figure A4 reports predicted probabilities of dispute initiation and 95% confidence intervals based on the results from the JL model with the KVP control variables (Table A7 ). The predicted probabilities were generated using Clarify (King et al. 2000) while holding the control variables at their means. Figure A4 : Predicted Probabilities of Dispute Initiation
